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1986 SURVEY OF AVIATION BUSINESS OPERATORS:
THEIR VIEWS OF FAA AIRWORTHINESS INSPECTORS

Within the past two decades, the development and utililzation of consumer
surveys to assess customer/consumer/client satisfaction with products and
services have increased significantly. (nformation from these surveys has
assisted management In modifying, improving, or developing products and
services. During 1985, the FAA Administrator, Admiral Donald Engen,
requested that Iinformation be gathered concerning the perceptions by
aviation business operators (users) of the quality and performance of
avionics and malntenance airworthiness safety Inspectors (AWis) throughout
the entire agency. As a result, a questionnaire entitied "FAA Survey of
Users: Alrworthiness Inspectors,” was developed to assess aspects of the
working relationship between FAA AWIs and those business operators within
the aviation industry.

PROCEDURE

The Office of Alrworthiness and the Civil Aeromedical Institute (CAMI)
Jointly developed the survey Instrument, which consisted of 21 items. Of
the items, four refer to aspects of the user’s awareness of, and
familiarity with, agency regulations, policies, and the dutles and
responsibllities of AWI‘s, as well as the extent to which the current
regulations permit flexibllity In decislon-making. The remaining items
assess user perceptions of aspects of thelr Interactions with AWis,
inciuding AW{ availabitity, competence, conduct of dutles, and
communlication, to mention a few. In a short demographic section of the
survey, respondents were requested to identify: (1) the FAA region within
which they are located; (2) the location and type of FAA District Office
with which they have contact; (3) the aviation activity that Is most
representative of thelr current work; and (4) thelr length of time In the
aviation business. Space was provided for the respondent to write the
complete locatlion of his/her servicing office. For the 21 questionnaire
items, users -were asked to indicate the degree to which they agreed with
each statement by selecting one of six avallable alternatives ("not at
all*, "to a |imited extent", "to a moderate extent“", "to a considerable
extent”, "to a great extent"”, or "do not know". Space for written
comments was provided at the end of the questionnaire. A copy of the
booklet Is Included in Appendix A.

Ihe Sample. The survey sampie was developed from malling |ists of members
provided by several aviation organizations. Ailthough an indeterminate
number of individuals named on those |ists was probably not a proper
target for the survey, each of the 8,854 |isted persons was sent a copy of
the questionnaire and a franked return enveiope In December 1985. A a
follow-up letter prompting participants to return the questionnaire was 0
mailed approximately 15 days following the Initjal distribution of the ..
survey. After eliminating 171 questionnaires that were returned as
unde! iverable, the adjusted number of assumably dellvered forms was 8,683.

- - e———————

Beturns. Returns were recelved from 3,913 anonymous users. Oof this
group, 295 were not Included In the analysis due to the lateness (after -odes
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March 1986), or incompleteness of thelr response, or an Indication that
the respondent felt that the questionnaire was not appropriate for his/her
business. The overall response rate was 45X, but this Is probably an
underestimate of the actual user response rate, since it Is known that not
all persons on the final malling Iist were qualified reciplents of the
questionnaire.

Comments made by the respondents were reviewed, and a numerical system was
developed to code each comment for subsequent analysis. During scanning
and Initlal analysis of the results, It was noted that there were frequent
instances where respondents had falied to provide coded responses to some
of the demographic questions, or where the responses were Iinconsistent
with written Information provided. This problem generally occurred when
respondents had Identified an ACDO, GADO, or FSDO that was no longer In
existence. In instances where the respondent provided written Information
concerning location of the facility, an up-to-date code was used, based on
the current list of existing fiight standards district offices and numbers
provided by the reglons. Missing codes or inconsistencies were reconclled
in 1,030 cases. Aiso, comments from a number of respondents who indicated
that their major aviation activity was "Part 91 Operator" led to creation
of an additional demographic breakdown which had not been inciuded in the
original questionnalre. Thus, modification of the data base was required
to Iinclude missing Information from the respondents, to correct
inconsistent data, and to categorlize responses from Part 91 Operators.

RESULTS

Users. Characteristics of the responding sample are provided
in Table 1. The regional proportions of returned questionnaires tended to
reflect the number of alrcraft repalr stations and the amount of related
aviation activity In the varlious FAA regions. Thus, the FAA's Great Lakes
(AGL), Southwest (ASW), Southern (ASO), and Eastern (AEA) regions each
produced 13-17% of the responses while New England (ANE) and Alaskan (AAL)
had the lowest percentages (3.8% and 2.5X, respectively). Percentages of
respondents from the other reglons were Intermediate. Most of the
respondents (67.9%) indicated that the Inspector assigned to thelr
operation was from a Flight Standards District Office (FSDO). Although
respondents were requested to Indicate the major aviation activity on
which they based their ratings, 897 (24.8%) falled to provide that
designation. The largest percentage of the respondents who did Indicate
their major aviation activity were Part 135 Certificate Holders (29.5%X)
and a sizeable percentage (19.3X) was Iinvolved with Certificated Repair
Stations. No other category reached as high as 9X and several categorles,
(Part 125, Part 127, and Part 133 Certificate Holders, Certified Parachute
Lofts, Approved Aviation Technical Schools, and FAA Parachute Rliggers)
each comprised less than 1X of the responses. Most of the respondents
(71.0%) had been In some aspect of the aviation business for 11 or more
years, 14.0% had been active for 6-10 years and only §.3%X Indicated that
they had been In the business for 5 years or less (data for 9.7X were
missing). Information concerning characteristics of the respondents was

used to make comparisons between reglions, types of servicing office, and "
var ious user aviation activities. :q
e
L} "I




TABLE 1.-CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS TO THE FAA '
SURVEY OF USERS: AIRWORTHINESS INSPECTORS

REGION NUMBER PERCENT MAJOR FUNCTION NUMBER PERCENT ﬁw

AAL 92 2.5 PART 91 OPERATOR 58 1.8 ;

ACE 247 6.8 PART 121 CERTIFICATE HOLDER 55 1.5 iﬁ

AEA 493 13.6 PART 125 CERTIFICATE HOLDER 15 0.4

AGL 619 171 PART 127 CERTIFICATE HOLDER 1 0.0 5

ANE 137 3.8 PART 133 CERTIFICATE HOLDER 14 0.4 Q;
ANM 312 8.6 PART 135 CERTIFICATE HOLDER 1069 29.5 &{
ASO 556 15.4 PART 137 CERTIFICATE HOLDER 67 1.9 Y
ASW 584 16.1 CERTIFICATED REPAIR STATION 698 19.3 {f

AWP 372 10.3 CERTIFICATED PARACHUTE LOFT 1 0.0 .

MISSING 208 5.7 APPROVED AVIATION TECHS SCHOOL 6 0.2 ;

INSPECTION AUTHORIZED MECHANIC 281 7.8 {b

CERTIFICATED REPAIRMAN 46 1.3 q

CERTIFICATED MECHANIC 314 8.7 "

FAA PARACHUTE RIGGER 0 0.0 X
FAA DESIGNATED PERSON o8 2.7 -

MISSING 897 24.8 M

O

OFF ICE TIME IN AVIATION e.

TYPE ".;';

S YEARS OR LESS 191 5.3 i

ACDO 21 .8 6 TO 10 YEARS §07 14.0 :

FSDO 2457 67.9 11 TO 20 YEARS 1183 31.9 ;ﬁ

GADO 919 25.4 21 YEARS OR MORE 1416 39.1 o

MISSING 221 6.1 MISSING 351 9.7 R

“

Analyses of Rasponses. Percentages of respondents selecting each of the .

six response alternatives, including the “do not know" category, were .,

’ caiculated and are provided in Table 2. The proportion of respondents W
2 selecting "do not know" ranged from OX for the item (Q1) concerning Y
\ respondents’ familiarity with FAA regulations that apply to their aviation Q
functions to 15.9X for the Item (Q20) concerning respondent satisfaction '

with participation by AWIs in safety seminars and other public meetings. ,

On the remaining questions, 7X or less seiected the "do not know" response i

alternative. For statistical comparisons, the "do not know" responses XY

were considered as missing values. :}

X

Responses to the first two rating alternatives ("not at all™ and "to a .

limited extent”) were combined to produce a non-positive response category .

i and responses for the iast three rating alternatives ("to a moderate Q
: extent”, "to a considerable extent", and "to a great extent") were b
combined to produce a positive response category. The percentages of y

¥ users who selected one of the three alternatives comprising the positive )
, response category for each item are shown In Table 3 for each region and ‘

for the nation overall. .

P OO0 0 OAG e 20,7 Rt
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TABLE 2.-OVERALL PERCENTAGE OF USERS SELECTING EACH OF THE RESPORSE ALTEANATIVES BY ITEM
IN THE FAA SURVEY OF USERS: AIRWORTMINESS INSPECTORS

TO WNAT EXTENT: Not at Mod-  Comsid- Don't
al) Limited erste _esradle Great Know
1. are you fasiliar with the FAA regulations that 0.1 1.7 1.7 1.5 33.9 0.0

apply to your aviation functions?

2. sre you fasiliar with the FAA published policies 2.0 13.4 n.2 38.7 .3 0.4
snd interpretations regarding those regulations
that apply to your aviation functiome?

3. do those regulations policies, and interpretations .0 33.4 3. 20.5 6.8 2.2
give you flexidility in making decisions about the
work you do?

4. are you sware of the duties and responsibilities 1.9 20.1 29.3 33.4 .7 0.7

of airworthiness inspectors?

S. sre you visited during the year by airvorthiness 7.2 35.7 3%.7 15.2 a5 0.6
inspectors assigned to you or your facility?

6. 4o airworthiness inspectors, assigned to you or c.a 5.2 Wn.5 2.8 33.5 3.6
your facility, appear to knov the PAA regulstions?

7. do airworthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 0.5 8.8 9.5 39.6 25.4 6.1
your facility, appesr to know the FAA published
policies and interpretations supporting the
regulations?

8. do airworthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 4.5 1.8 22.8 36.0 8.0 .9
your facility, interpret the regulations in a
consistent way?

9. 40 airvorthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 0.8 11.3 2.9 80.8 17.2 7.0
your facility, interpret the regulatioans accurately?

10. do airworthiness inspectors, assigmed to you or 5.5 8.5 2.9 31.% 18.8 2.8
your facility, explain the regulations and your
options olearly?

11. are differences of opinion between you and 8.9 15.8 22.8 33.0 18.0 5.6
airvorthiness inspectors (regarding interpretations
of a regulation) resolved in sutually acceptabdle

ways?

12. do airworthiness inspectors, assigaed to you or 1.4 8.4 9.% 8.6 24.5 ALS
your facility, conduct their duties in s thorough
way?

13. do ajrworthiness inspectors, sasigaed to you or 2.3 2.1 20.7 37.6 23.8 3.5

your facility, appear to be technically coapstent
in the conduct of their duties?

18, are sirvorthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 1.} 4.7 ".9 .t 46.1 2.2
your facility, ocourtecus in the comduot of their
duties?

15. 40 sirvorthiness inspectors, assigaed to you or 8.8 15.7 n.% 33.7 20.9 3.5

your facility, appear to understand your
organizetion and its needs?

16. do airvorthiness inspectors, assigeed to you or 2.8 16.6 2.1 5.4 18.9 2.1
your faoility, provide clear and accurste answers
o your questions?

17. do sirworthiness inspectors, assigmed to you or 3.0 1.2 2.1 37.4 2.0 2.3
your facility, provide answers in a tisely sanner?

18. do you rely om sirvorthiness inspectors for 16.7 37.7 23.2 "w.2 7.1 1.2
counseling in teohniocsl areas?

19. €0 you rely on airworthiness inspestors for 7.0 32.3 28.5 20.8 10.3 1.1
counseling ia regulatory sreas?

20. are you satisfied with participaties by A5 13.9 22.6 27.% 15.6 15.9
airvorthinese inspectors in safety sesinars and
other public msetings?

21. are you satisfied with the performsnce of 3.7 12.9 22.2 36.3 23.1 1.8
sirvorthiness inspectors, assigned to you or
your facility?

A . BRAART
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TABLE 3.-PERCENTAGES OF POSITIVE RESPONSES MWATIONALLY AND BY FAA REGION
FROM EACH ITEM IN THE FAA SURVEY OF USERS: AIMJORTHINESS INSPECTORS

WATIONAL FAA REGION -
10 WAT EXTENT: ovemlL WL IRE - AER W A W 80 &VTTIw
1. are you femiliar with the FAA regulations that 98.1 98.9 97.6 99.2 98.% 98.5 98.4 98.6 98.1 97.6

apply to your aviation fumotions?

2. sre you fesilisr wvith the PAA published policies .6 Tr.2 86.2 88.6 82.8 83.2 82.2 05.0 86.2 M.
ohd interpretations regarding those regulations
that apply to your aviation functions?

3. 90 those regulations policies, and interpretations 61.7 56.5 61.9 65.9 55.6 68.2 57.8 62.7 63.2 65.8
give you flexibility in making decisions about the
work you do?

&, are you avare of the duties and responsidilities 77.9 76.1 76.% 81.3 TT.8 75.6 Ta.N 78,0 78.8 80.3
of airvorthiness inspectors?

$. are you visited during the year by airworthiness 56.8 66.3 59.4 S58.6 53.2 88.2 S8.4 51,6 62.6 59.9
jnspectors assigned to you or your factlity?

6. 6o airvorthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 9%.2 95.7 97.0 9¥.1 92.8 91.0 9.1 956 95.2 9N
your facility, appear to knov the PAA regulations?

7. do airvorthiness inspsctors, assigned to you or 9.0 89.8 96.1 90.8 88.9 84.0 086.7 90.2 93.6 89.%
your facility, appear to knovw the PAA published
policies and interpretations supporting the
regulations?

8. do airvorthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 76.6 69.6 82.6 79.7 715.5 73.5 T1.5 81.v 76.3 72.3
your facility, interpret the regulations in a
consistent way?

9. do airworthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 86.9 78.9 91.2 87.7 67.% 80.3 82.0 90.2 88.5 86.6
your facility, interpret the regulations accurately?

10. do airworthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 7.3 69.2 8.6 76.6 TN.6 69.8 69.6 T7.9 16.5 T3.a
your facility, explain the regulations and your
options olearly?

11. are differences of opinion betwesn you and 76.% 67.0 78.4 79.4 76.9 80.5 T6.3 79.3 80.7 178.6
sirvorthiness inspectors (regarding interpretations
of regulations) resolved in mutually acceptable
vays?

12. do airworthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 89.7 91.2 93.2 89.8 88.3 89.0 085.86 92.0 90.7 89.a
your facility, conduct their duties in a thorough
way?

13. do airworthiness inspsctors, assigned to you or 5.1 80.2 86.9 86.4 8.3 81,2 81,8 83.0 85.3 6&a.5
your facility, appear to de techanically cosmpetent
in the oonduct of their duties?

I8, are airworthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 98,2 92.% 97.1 95.6 93.2 91.9 90.6 95.4 93.5 95.9
your facility, courteous in the oonduct of their
duties?

15. do airvorthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 78.8 67.4 83.8 80.2 178.0 76.9 76.0 83.% 19.7 TA.7
your faofility, appear to understand your
organization and ita needs?

16. do airworthiness inapectors, assigned to you or %0.2 T75.0 05.8 83.6 78.2 717.2 77.3 @82.6 80.%' 78.0

your facility, provide clear and accurate answers
to your questions?

17. do airworthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 82.5 87.0 86.% 84,1 80.3 80.0 79.8 8.7 OA.T 76.%
your facility, provide answers in s timely manner?

18. do you rely on airvorthiness inspactors for 45.0 81,8 50.2 N6.8 N1.9 37.2 6.0 N87.2 A&T7.6 N0.0
counseling in techniocal areas?

19. do you rely on airworthiness inspectors for 60.3 59.8 68.2 60.6 S57.7 56.2 65.5 63.3 S8.1 S8.7
counseling in regulatory areas?

20. are you satisfied with participetion by 76.0 70.1 8.3 76.7 11.2 &.0 7T2.9 81.3 78.9 173.5
sirvorthiness inspectors in safety seainars and
other public seetings?

27, ars you satisfied with the performance of 83.1 73.9 089.0 86.1 81.1 80.3 TT.7 86.8 84.0 80.4

airvorthiness inspectors, asaigned to you or
your facility?

1 ]
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In categorizing the various aspects of the performance of AWIs, user
responses were considered satisfactory if 80X or more of the respondents
solected one of the positive alternatives. I(tems for which less than 80%
of the respondents selected the positive alternatives Identify performance
areas that could be targeted for Improvement. This cutoff |Is compatible
with other research concerning consumer satisfaction with services. In
those studies, average or better levels of satisfaction for higher ranking
professional/technical occupations were reported by 70-91X of the
respondents. Of course, the relationship between AWIs and aviation users
Is different from most other “consumer relations”, since AWIs perform a
relatively unique regutatory function with implications not Involved In
most studies of consumer satisfaction. Table 4 provides a summary of the
AW performance areas above and below the positive criterion.

TABLE 4.-AREAS OF AWI PERFORMANCE ABOVE AND BELOW THE
POSITIVE CRITERION (SURVEY ITEMS 5§ THROUGH 21)

ABOVE 80X POSITIVE
knowledgeable concerning FAA regulations (94.2%X)
courteous In the conduct of their duties (94.2%)
knowledgeable of FAA published policies and
interpretations supporting the reguiations (90%)
thorough In the conduct of thelr duties (89.7X)
able to interpret the regulations accurately (86.9%)
technically competent (85.1%)
overal| satisfaction with AWl performance (83.1%)
able to answer questions Iin a timely manner (82.5%)
able to provide clear and accurate answers to questions (80.2%)

00O

000000

BELOW 80X POSITIVE

o the understanding by AWis of the user’'s organization
and its needs (78.8%X)

o the resolution of AWI-user differences of opinion In
mututally acceptable ways (78.1%)

o participation by AWIs In safety seminars and other
public meetings (78.0%)

o0 the consistency of AWIs In Interpretations of
regulations (76.6X)

o the extent to which AWIs explain regulations and
options clearly (75.3%)

0 the extent to which users were visited by AWls during
the year (56.8%)

o user reliance on AWIs for counseling In regulatory
(60.3%) or technical (45X) areas

For analytic purposes, four major sets of statistical treatments were
per formed. One of these was a factor analysis based on each response to
each iItem (the final Item, Q21 on overall satisfaction, was omitted since
it represented a criterion item). Results of that analysis (Table 5)
ylelded 3 factors by a principal components method with varimax rotation.
The first factor (survey ltems 6 through 17 pius Item 20) might be labeled




TABLE 5.-FACTOR LOADINGS FOR RESPONSES TO THE FAA
SURVEY OF USERS: AIRWORTHINESS INSPECTORS
QUESTION FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3

Q1 0.754

Q2 0.811

Q3 0.494

Q 4 0.658

Q5 0.503
Q6 0.750

Q7 0.785

Q8 0.829

Q9 0.841

Q10 0.799

Q11 0.651

Q12 0.741

Q13 0.800

Q14 0.695

Q15 0.751

Q16 0.833

Q17 0.722

Q18 0.763
Q19 0.753
Q20 0.517

ONLY LOADINGS ABOVE .400 ARE REPORTED

as "AW| Performance”, the second (items 1 through 4), as “User Knowledge",
and the ¢third (items 5, 18, and 19), as "Contacts with AWIs". A second
anailysis ylielded the Intercorrelation of each questionnaire item with
every other Item (Table 8). And, finally, two multiple regression
analyses were computed with overall user satisfaction (Q21) as the
criterion varlable. For the first regression analysis, each survey ltem
and time In aviation served as the independent variables (Table 7), while
in the second, the factor scores from the factor analysis were used (not
shawn) .,

Qvearall User Ratings. Appliying the above-mentioned criteria, 90X or more
of all responses were positive for user’'s own knowledge of regulations
(Q1), AWI knowliedge both of regulations (Q68) and supportive policies (Q7),
and courteous bshavior by AWIs (Q143. Six other Items, Including overall
satisfaction (Q21-83.1X%X) ylelded positive responses from 80-89X of users
(see Table 3). These positive responses Incliuded user famillarity with
publ ished policies and Interpretations of regulations, and satisfaction
with AWl performance In the areas of thoroughness, technical competence,
accurate Interpretations of regulations, and, to lesser extents, clarity
and timeliness of responses to questions posed by users (see Table 4).

Areas below the "satisfactory” cut off (l.e. those with less than 80X
positive responses) Included the percelved lack of user awareness of AW|
dutlies (Q4), and (perhaps related) the lack of AWl awareness of user needs
(Q15), along with Items assoclated with user-percelved shortcomings

L ISPUAI T R PUN K] ®, g 8% 0V OO XY
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Ql

02
Q3
04
Q5
Q6
Q7
o8
Q9
Q10
o1l
Ql2
Q13
Ol4
Q15
Qole
Q17
ols
ol9
020

021

regarding: the consistency of AWl interpretations (Q8), resolutions of
AWl-user differences (Q11), clarity of explanations by AWI's about
regulations and user options (Q10), and AW! participation In safety
seminars and public meetings (Q20). The four remaining items were
considerably lower, 45-62X positive (see Table 4). This grouping Included
all items (05, 18, 19) In factor 3 of the factor analysis (l.e. frequency
of contacts with AWis by visits and consultations) plus (Q3) the perceived
flexibllity of regulations and policlies for decisions by users.

TABLE 6.-1TEM INTERCORRELATIONS FOR THE FAA SURVEY
OF USERS: AIRWORTHINESS INSPECTORS

Ql Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 06 Q7 08 Q9 010 Ql1 Q12 Q13 Ql4 QIS5 Ql6 Q17 Q18 Q19 Q20 Q21

49 ——
17 .34 -—-
.34 .43 28 ---

.17 .18 .08 .27 ---

.15 .21 .18 .25 .23 -—-

12 .28 .25 .27 .23 .79 -——-

.07 .24 .29 .23 .19 .63 .69 -—

.10 .23 .26 .23 .20 .66 .70 .79 -—

.11 .26 .28 .27 .22 .60 .65 .70 .70 -—-

.12 .21 .26 .21 .18 .41 .44 .51 .52 .54 -—-

.11 .20 .18 .25 .31 .59 .59 .61 .63 .61 .51 -—-

.11 .20 .23 .23 .24 .64 .65 .66 .69 .65 .50 .69 -——

11 .15 .22 .20 .18 .47 .49 .52 .54 .55 .52 .55 .59 --—-

.10 .20 .28 .24 .21 .51 .55 .60 .61 .65 .56 .59 .64 .65 -—-

.09 .20 .26 .24 .23 .60 .65 .69 .70 .73 .S7 .65 .72 .61 .74 ---

.07 .17 .20 .21 .22 .49 .53 .57 .58 .59 .51 .60 .59 .56 .62 .71 ---

.08 .18 .20 .23 .26 .34 .36 .39 .38 .43 .30 .43 .48 .34 .43 .46 .39 -—-

.09 .15 .14 .21 .26 .36 .34 .35 .35 .43 .32 .38 .37 .36 .40 .42 .37 .59 --—-
.08 .17 .18 .19 .20 .42 .42 .45 .46 .48 .37 .50 .49 .44 .46 .51 .48 .38 .37 ~—-

.09 .20 .24 .25 .27 .60 .63 .68 .69 .68 .59 .69 .72 .67 .74 .76 .67 .48 .44 .60 --—-

*All correlations are significant at the .0l level or better

Overal]l User Satisfaction. The final survey item, assessing user
satisfaction with AWl performance, Yylelded an 83.1X overail positive

response (see Tabie 3). The item Intercorrelations (Table 6) and the
regression analysis (Table 7) provide some useful! information regarding
the determinants of this rating and areas where Improvements are |lkely to
increase the rating. For example, the items (Q1-4) comprising Factor 2
(User Knowledge) had |ittle relationship to the satisfaction rating;
Factor 3 (Contacts with AWIs-Q5, 18, 19) had more, but, clearly, Factor 1,
the actual performance of AWI's, had the strongest relationship. (This
was supported by the second regression analysis of the factor scores on
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Item 21, where Factor 1 was first to enter the equation, followed by
Factor 3 and Factor 2.) The item regression analysis (Table 7) Indicated
that the three items which best predicted the overall satisfaction rating
were: clear answers by AWIs to user questions (Q16), AWI thoroughness
(Q12), and AW| understanding of the needs of the user (Q15). Three more
items which added to the predictablity of overall satisfaction ratings
were items dealing with AW| participation In safety seminars and public
meetings (Q20), courteousness (Q14), and consistency of Interpretations
(Q8).

TABLE 7.-STEPWISE MULTIPLE REGRESSION OF SURVEY ITEMS
AND TIME IN AVIATION WITH OVERALL SATISFACTION (Q21)

STEP ITEM MULTIPLE r r SQUARED rSQ CHANGE BETA
1 Q16 .75672 .57262 .57262 .175909
2 Q12 .80756 .65215 .07953 .198192
3 Q15 .83235 .69281 . 04066 . 198247
4 Q20 .84876 .72040 .02760 .176278
5 Q14 .85722 .73482 .01442 .162140
6 Q8 .86390 .74633 .01151 .158042

Comments hy Users. Percentages of comments written by the users, as coded
into various categorlies by reglon, are presented In Table 8. Examples of
the general comments within each of the categories are Included In

Appendix B. Of the user respondents, 42.3%X provided one or more written
comments. Of these comments, 5.5X% fell In a general information category
("The above responses concern the FAA and our manufacturing/repair
functions. We also deal with the modification branch."). Nearly one

fourth (24.1%) of the comments were favorable and could be accounted for
by three categories. Most favorable comments praised the performance of
the local office and/or inspectors in general (e.g., "All experience wlth
the local people is positive. They are friendly, helpful, and know their
jobs.”) The next largest category Included comments about a particular
inspector who was cited for having a good working relationship with the
respondent ("...Is very knowledgeabie of aviation technical and mechanical
problems. He has been very helpful, as well as courteous."). In the
final favorable category, the agency was cited for doing a good Job ("The
FAA is by far the most efficient and professional of ail government
agencles | have worked with, and | have worked with a great many.").

Negative statements comprised 70.3% of all comments. Almost half of these
alleged inconsistency and lack of knowledge/skills/training/manpower. The
single category with the largest number of unfavorable commments (13.1%)
was concerned with the lack of consistency of inspectors both within and
between offices ("No set rules or regulations. Decision is left to each
Inspector to interpret the regutations in his reglon. No two regicrs seem
to apply the same rules.”"). The next highest percentage (10.6X) re arred
to Iimited manpower and an apparent need for more Inspectors ("FAA scams
to be understaffed, their visits are few and far between."). A th.,rd
major category of negative comments (also 10.6%) Involved the
training/knowledge/skills of Inspectors ("Most Inspectors avold discussing




anything technical about aircraft or equipment, as most have no recent
hands-on experience or training on the subjects.”). No other single
category of comments comprised as much as 8X of the total responses.

in general, the comments tended to provide some personaiized support for
ratings made below the satisfactory cutoff score for the frequency of
Inspection visits (Q5), consistency of Interpretations of reguiations
(@8), clarity of explanations (Q10), and resolutions of differences of
opinion (Q11). The comments may also suggest some reasons why Inspectors
are nhot more frequently relied on by users for counselling In technical
(Q18) and regulatory (Q19) areas.

TABLE 8,-SUMMARY TABLE OF COMMENTS PROVIDEDP BY RESPONDENTS NATIONALLY AND BY FAA REGION
TO THE FAA SURVEY OF USERS: AIRWORTHINESS INSPECTORS

NATIONAL FAA REGIONS

OVERALL AAL ACE AEA AGL ANE ANM A0 ASW  AWP
TOTAL NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS 3618 92 247 493 619 137 312 556 584 372
TOTAL NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS MAKING COMMENTS 1529 42 99 205 269 59 141 264 213 168
PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS MAKING COMMENTS 42.3 45.7 40.1 41.6 H43.5 43.1 45.2 47.5 36.5 5.2
TOTAL NUMBER OF SEPARATE COMMENTS CODED 2029 57 12 279 362 80 197 350 27 218

COMMENTS CATEGORY

FAVORABLE PERCENTAGE OF COMMENTS
GOOD LOCAL OFFICE AND/OR INSPECTORS 18.1 17.5 21.7 22.6 16.3 21.3 12.7 18.3 20.9 4.7
PARTICULAR PERSON CITED FOR GOOD RELATIONSHIP 4,3 8.8 4.2 5.7 3.0 2.5 5.6 3.7 4.8 4.6
AGENCY DOES A GOOD JOB 1.7 0.0 0.8 w4 0.6 2.5 2.0 3. 1. 1.8

NON-FAVORABLE
TOO MANY INSPECTORS 0.2 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.3 0.0 0.9
NEED MORE INSPECTORS (LIMITED MANPOWER) 10.6 5.3 6.7 16.5 11.9 12.5 6.1 10.0 8.1 12.8
LIMITED AVAILABILITY (LACK OF MANPOWER NOT CITED) 3.5 3.5 4.2 2.5 3.0 5.0 4.1 2.9 5.1 3.7
INSPECTORS ARE INCONSISTENT (WITHIN AND BETWEEN QFFICES) 13.1 10.5 17.5 10.0 14,1 20.0 13.7 1W.3 1.4 11.9
INSPECTORS LACK KNOWLEDGE, SKILLS, ABILITY, TRAINING 10.6 10.5 8.3 10,0 11,0 5.0 15.7 7.1 12.5 10.6
ATTITUDES OF INSPECTORS (AUTHORITARIAN, UNHELPFUL) 7.2 8.8 9.2 47 7.7 5.0 9. 7.4 7.7 7.3
AGENCY IS TOO REGULATED/RESTRICTIVE 2,0 7.0 0.8 0.7 1.9 2.5 2.5 1.1 2.6 2.3
AGENCY POLICIES/PROCEDURES MAKE WORK DIFFICULT 7.6 1.8 8.3 6.5 8.0 10.0 9.6 8.3 8.4 5.5
AGENCY IS TOO LAX/DOESN'T ENFORCE REGULATIONS 6.0 15.8 2.5 5.0 7.7 8.8 5.1 5. 3.7 6.9
REGULATIONS ARE TOO DIFFICULT TO READ/INTERPRET 5.4 8.8 4.2 6.1 3.9 2.5 4.1 7.1 5.9 5.0
GENERAL NEGATIVE/MISCELLANEOUS 3.9 0.0 3.3 4.3 4. 1.3 41 3.1 2.9 6.9

GENERAL INFORMATION 5.5 1.8 7.5 3.9 6.6 1.3 5.1 8,0 5.1 5.0

Results by Regions. One way of further analyzing the data is to examine
differences among regions (see Table 3). The variability of positive
responses to a gliven Item ranged from 1.6X (Q1 -user knowledge of
regulations) to 18.1X (Q5 -frequency of AWl visits). Overall, across
regions 14 items had a range of positive scores greater than 10X and six
items ranged from 6.0-9.4X. An examination of Table 3 Indicates that,
overail, the Central Region (ACE) had the most positive responses,
followed by a clustering of the Eastern (AEA), Southern (ASO), and
Ssouthwest (ASW) Regions. The lowest positive scores for a number of |tems
were shared by the two smallest regions— Alaska (AAL) and New England
(ANE) and by the Northwest Mountain region (ANM).
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| TADLE 9.-PERCENTAGE OF POSITIVE ARESPONSES NATIONALLY AND BY AVIATION ACTIVITY
| POR CACH ITEM IN TME PAA SURVEY OF USERS: AIRWORTHINESS INSPECTORS
|
|

AVIATION BUSINESS ACTIVITY

NATIONAL PART PART PART PART CERT INSP CERT CERT DESG

70 WIAT EXTENT: _OVERALL 81 121 135 _137 STAT MECH AZPR MECH PERS OTHER®
1, are you familiar with the PSA regulations that 98.1  98.3 98.2 99.1 100.0 99.0 99.6 97.8 98.7 96.9 97.3

apply %0 your sviation functions?

2, ere you i-uur with the FALA published policies 8.6 T2.4 87.3 82.8 6.4 88.4 05.7 89.1 86.9 90.6 713.0
and interpretations regarding those regulations
that apply to your aviation functions?

3. 60 those regulations policies, and interpretations 61.7 66.1 70.6 S4.1 61.5 68.8 61.2 61.4 69.17 68.% S8.)
give you flezidility in making decisions about the
work you do?

4. are you avare Of the duties and responsidilities 77.9 S57.9 89.% 77.4 715.8 83.6 80.3 78.3 78.5 8Aa.2 83.8
of airworthiness inspectors?

S. are you visited during the year by airworthiness $6.8 12,3 T7.8 68.4 67.2 68.8 N1.N 60.9 32.9 N2.7 55.6
inapectors assigned to you or your facility?

6. 6o airworthiness inspectors, sssigned to you or 9.2 86.3 88.9 94.0 93.9 97.1 91.5 93.3 97.3 92.6 97.2
your facility, appesr to inov the FAA regulations?

7. 40 airworthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 90.0 89.6 05.2 88.5 09.1 93.0 88.9 88.1 95.5 90.2 2.4
your facility, sppear to knmow the FAA published
policies and interpretations supporting the
regulations?

8. do airworthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 76.6 73.8 67.3 70.1 73.1 $3.8 76.v @5.4 82.2 80.0 7M.}
your facility, interpret the regulations s &
consisteat wy?

9. 4o airvorthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 06.9 95.0 81,1 841 8.5 90.) 88.5 94.9 91.7 06.2 86.1
your facility, interpret the regulations socurately?

10. 40 airworthiness inspsctors, assigned to you or 5.3 69.4 67.3 T70.6 7.6 83.8 73.2 $1.0 0.2 76.8 T5.7
your facility, explain the regulatioms and your
options cleerly?

11, are differences of opiaicn between you and air- 78.1  71.0 70.2 72.9 76.6 06.% 80.9 83.7 79.8 $0.2 82.9
vorthiness isspectors (regarding interpretaticns
of regulations) resolved in sutusily acceptabdle
ways?

12. 40 airworthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 99.7 82.9 90.9 68.0 085.1 98.0 87.5 90.5 08.9 87.2 88.9
your facility, conduct their duties in a thorough
wy?

13. do airworthisess inspectors, assigned to you or 5.1 99.8 76.4 045 00.3 87.0 79.9 86.4 86.0 085.1 86.1
your facility, sppear to be technically coapetent
in the ecnduct of their duties?

15. are sirworthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 9.2 N5 SA.S 92.3 86.4 9T7.7 95.7 93.3 96.1 95.8 9A.6
your fasility, courteous is the oonduct of their
duties?

15. ¢0 airworthisess inspectors, assigned to you or 78.8 80.9 81.8 7T8.2 TA.6 86.6 75.6 Or1.4 82.8 78.7 82.9
your fasility, appear to umderstand your
organisstion and 1ts needs?

16. ¢o sirworthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 0.2 01.8 72.7 T76.3 717.6 86.9 81.4 79.5 82.5 78.9 06.5
your faeility, provide clear and soccurate snswers

to your questions?

17. 40 sirworthiness inspectors, sssigned to you or 82.5 $82.7 8.5 7.8 82.1 88.0 8a.9 82.2 85.7 87.a 83.8
your feeility, provide answers in & timely manner?

18. do you rely on ailrworthiness inspectors for 45.0 32.7 AN.8 A8,2 S55.2 M3.7 WN1.8 37.0 80.3 N1,y NO.S
oounseling in technical areas?

19. do you rely om airworthiness inspectors for $0.3 35.7 66.7 60.9 68.2 71.5 59.1 S8.7 S1.8 58,7 T5.7
oounseliag ia regulatory areas?

20. are you satisfied with perticipstiom dy 78.0  66.7 78.9 78.1 82.% $0.8 76.6 7T8.3 79.3 TN T2.7

alrworthiness imepectors ia safety seainars and
other public msetings?

21. are you setisfisd with the performance of 83.9 88.9 90.9 78.2 82.1 89.5 79.9 78.3 85,4 85,8 86.9
sirvorthiness inspectors, sssigned to you or
your fasility?

oThis dreakdown is & occmbination of Parts 125, 127, and 133 ocertificate holders, certificsted parachute lofts, and
spproved sviation technicians schools.
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Generally low scores across regions for given items suggest areas where an
agency-wide effort or emphasls probably would be required to bring about
significant improvement. On the other bhand, high positive scores
tabulated for any given Item In one or more regions suggest that
improvement, to at least those levels, Is attalnable for any region.

Besults by Aviation Activity. Another way of analytically evaluating the
same overall data is to examine differences as they relate to specific
user activities (see Table 9). Differences In the percentages of positive
responges among aviation activity groups were larger than those noted for
reglions, ranging from 3.1%X (Q1 -user knowledge of regulations) to 65.5%
(@5 -frequency of vislits). Overall, across types of activity groupings,
only one Item (Q1) had a percentage range under 10%, 16 Items varied from
10-19X, 3 Items varled from 20-39%. An examination of Table 9 indicates
that the Certificated Repair Statlion (CERT STAT) respondents had more
items wlith positive responses than any of the other activity groupings.
Some of the lowest positive scores for |tems were from Part 91 Operators.
Part 121 Certificate Holders presented an interesting response pattern.
Next to CERT STAY respondents, they exhibited the highest positive scores
on several Items; however, they also followed Part 91 Operators In the
number of i(tems for which they had the least positive scores. These three
groups (CERT STAT, Part 91, and Part 121), also had the highest positive

TABLE 10.~SUMMARY TABLE OF COMMENTS FROM RESPONDENTS BY THEIR AVIATION BUSINESS
ACTIVITY TO THE FAA SURVEY OF USERS: AIRWORTHINESS INSPECTORS

AVIATION BUSINESS ACTIVITY

PART PART PART PART CERT INSP CERT CERT DESG
91 121 135 137 STAT MECH REPR MECH PERS OTHERS®

TOTAL NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS 58 55 1069 67 698 28 46 314 96 37
TOTAL NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS MAKING COMMENTS 52 26 511 21 309 124 17 15 40 16
PERCENT 3E OF RESPONDENTS MAKING COMMENTS 89.7 47.3 47.8 31.3 44,3 U441 37.0 36.6 M1.7 U43.2
TOTAL NUMBER OF SEPARATE COMMENTS CODED 58 34 682 31 420 176 23 4y 57 25

COMMENTS CATEGORY

' FAVORABLE _ PERCENTAGE OF COMMENTS o
GOOD LOCAL OFFICE AND/OR INSPECTORS 19.0 8.8 15.1 25.8 23.1 18.8 17.4 15.3 15.8 8.0
PARTICULAR PERSON CITED FOR GOOD RELATIONSHIP 3.4 2.9 4.8 0.0 6.4 1.7 0.0 2.1 0.0 0.0
AGENCY DOES A GOOD JOB 3.4 2.9 2.1 0.0 1.4 0.0 4.3 1.4 1.8 U0

NON-FAVORABLE
TOO MANY INSPECTORS 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
NEED MORE INSPECTORS (LIMITED MANPOWER) 3.4 17.6 7.8 6.5 14.5 14.8 8.7 13.9 14.0 20.0
LIMITED AVAILABILITY (LACK OF MANPOWER NOT CLTED) 3.4 2.9 2.9 6.5 3.6 5.7 4.3 5.6 3.5 0.0
INSPECTORS ARE INCONSISTENT (WITHIN AND BETWEEN OFFICES) 0.0 8.8 12,6 12.9 13.6 13.1 4.3 10.4 15.8 2u4.0
INSPECTORS LACK KNOWLEDGE, SKILLS, ABILITY, TRAINING 0.0 20.6 11.3 9.7 8.3 12,5 17.4 11.8 8.8 8.0
ATTITUDES OF INSPECTORS (AUTHORITARIAN, UNHELPFUL) 1.7 8.8 10.7 12.9 3.6 9.1 0.0 6.9 5.3 4.0
AGENCY IS TOO REGULATED/RESTRICTIVE 5.2 0.0 2.9 3.2 0.5 2.3 4.3 2.1 0.0 0.0
AGENCY POLICIES/PROCEDURES MAKE WORK DIFFICULT 1.7 1.8 9.8 3.2 6.7 6.8 0.0 4.2 8.8 8.0
AGENCY IS TOO LAX/DOESN'T ENFORCE REGULATIONS 0.0 8.8 4.8 6.5 6.7 6.3 8.7 9.7 1.0 8.0
REGULATIONS ARE TOO DIPFICULT TO READ/INTERPRET .4 2.9 5.4 12,9 L.5 5.1 7.4 4.9 8.8 8.0
GENERAL NEGATIVE/MISCELLANEOUS 3.4 2.9 4.7 0.0 2.4 2.8 8.7 4.9 7.0 0.0

GENERAL INFORMATION 51.7 0.0 4.4 0.0 3.6 1.1 4.3 6.9 3.5 B.0

®This category is a combination of Parts 129, 127, and 133 Certificate Holdera, Certified Parachute Lofts, and
Approved Aviation Technicians Schools.




TABLE 11.-RANGES OF POSITIVE RESPONSES (PERCENTS) TO EACH ITEM AND
NUMBER OF USERS (N) RESPONDING FOR DISTRICT OFFICES WITHIN EACH REGION

ITEM AAL-FSDO ACE-FSDO AEA-GADO AEA-FSDO AGL-GADO AGL-FSDO
' 8809"'00.0 9600-‘0000 96.3"100'0 97.9'-100.0 9606’10000 97.1-,0000
2 66.7- 83.8 80.6- 91.9 6M4.3- 96.3 87.0- 9¥.3 Th.1- 89.3 80.0- 92.9
3 29.2- 87.5 5303"' 1‘0‘. 5509"' 8809 55.3- 1902 33.2- 7‘.1 ‘IG.Z- 53.3
“ 5506- 8000 16.3' 8108 6601’ 88.6 13-1- 860“ 75.9- 8903 1002’ 86.7
5 55'6’ 75.1 5'03" 7507 ~609- 7902 ‘30”' 68.2 u‘l.S- 78.6 3”.0’ 6607
6 88.9-10000 97.“"'10000 85-7-10000 9009" 9800 8507" 96;“ 18.6. 95.6
7 8100"‘00.0 96.“'10000 8‘.8‘10000 00.0- 9“-0 8205'100.0 7806’ 9308
8 52.0- 83.8 80.0- 88.6 69.6- 91.2 77.6- 85.7 65.7- 84.0 5B8.1- 84.6
9 6800" 88.9 89-2’ 9607 6802. 96.3 850‘.- 95.0 7”03- 93'9 78-6- 96.7

10 5000- 8809 8303’ 88.6 57-1- 8809 1"-0" 80.0 58-3- 8“-0 57.‘- 80.8

11 36.0" 8809 6303‘ 8109 71.“-100.0 69.0" 8000 65-1" 8705 53-3- 83.3

12 89.2'10000 8905‘ 9609 86.2" 9609 3“.0- 850“ 82.”“ 98.1 8“.6" 9305
13 6607- 86.5 77.“- 9006 7902- 9603 7905’ u.z 8007- 8605 78-6-100.0
1" 91 9-100 0 9“07"10000 8105-’0000 ”02-10000 8006" 96.3 710“" 95.6
‘5 55 6- 72 0 7501- 9006 70.8- 90.3 110.“' 8108 70.6- 8".9 710“" 83.3
16 64.0- 88.9 83.3- 93.5 82.4- 92.6 74.5- 80.0 T4.3~ 88.7 66.7- 8BU.6
17 88.0- 89.2 81.1- 91.7 75.0- 96.3 178.4- 90.9 75.9- 96.4 62.2- 91.7
18 37.5- M4.4 38.5- 57.1 35.4- 55.6 N0.4- 52.2 25.0- 86.4 36.7- 64.3
19 'l8 0- 66 7 5308- 7500 2607" 7“-2 55.8- 5509 ‘"'o”- 69.0 5603" 6902

20 65.0- 78 6 8507' 9006 69.8’ 9107 68-2- 8303 6“.6" 88.0 6902- 93-3

21 12 0- 77 8 8“.6' 9301 81.3" 9303 12-7‘ 8108 7".3- 8507 7‘.."100.0

N= 9 - 37 32 - 50 15 - 48 22 -53 27 - 58 13-179
ITEM _ ANE-FSDO ANM-FSDO 4S0-FSDO ASW-FSDO AWP-FSDO
1 100.0 98.0-100.0 97.7-100.0 95.3-100.0 94.,2-100.0
2 15-0" 81 2 7007" 89.1 33.3- 9202 73-1- 95.8 69.2" 9102
3 50.0. 7’ . 530”" 66.7 50.0" 670‘ 53.8" 69.” n209" 9000
L] 68.2- 78.3 70.2- 76.1 66.7- 83.7 61.5- 92.6 46.2- 95.5
5 3108- 50.0 “3.5" 86.2 38.1"100-0 51.0" 18.6 2202- 93.8
6 79.2- 90.9 90.9" 96.6 33.3- 9800 87.0-100.0 820"10000
1 65.2- 86.8 8009" 8703 3303- 9“06 8303- 9708 7006’10000
8 58.3- 68.2 60.3- 80.4 33.3- 88.0 56.5- 86.8 33.3- 86.7
9 1207" 80.0 1”.5’ 8809 66.7- 9”.8 80.6- 9507 50-0’10000
10 "508‘ 65.3 6308‘ 7708 3303- 88-0 63.2' 87.3 28.6‘ 87.5
11 7500‘ 86-“ 71.“" 8202 6607- 9109 7500' 86." 57.1-10000
12 79.2- 92.3 77.8- 91.4 82.4-100.0 75.0- 97.2 80.0-100.0
‘3 10.8‘ 8".2 7307- 89.6 33.3- 9600 6502- 9”.9 5000‘100.0
1“ 8303-10000 8208‘ 9800 66-7- 9708 81.6‘ 98.“ 88.2"10000
’5 65.2. 1609 6702‘ 8303 3303- 88.1 56.“' 9203 22.2- 90-0
16 6607- 76-9 70.1- 83-3 66.1- 88-‘ 6205“ 81-5 33-3‘ 9500
11 5803- 86.“ 7509" 87.9 66.7“ 88-9 1“.0- 95-0 3303- 9308
18 1601" 56.2 3901" 5603 2505"‘ 5503 37.5- 6009 10.0‘ 71-“

'9 “1.7- 61.5 63.8“ 670" 33-3- 7009 3500’ 6506 ‘.2.9- 81.3
20 13.7- 8”.“ 68.“" 1308 50.0" 93.8 67.5‘ 8507 5109-10000
21 1207- 83.3 1‘01- 81.5 66.1- 90.2 62'5- 93'8 33.3- 95.0
Nz 22 - 39 46 -~ 58 3~-113 24 - 99 7 - 52
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ratings on overall satisfaction (88.9-90.9%). Part 135 Certificate
Hoiders had the smallest percentage of positive responses for several
Items and the lowest overal!l satisfaction level (78.2%). It is noteworthy
that the greatest variability across the aviation activity categories
occurred for the item concerning visits during the year by AWIS (05).
That item ylelded a Ilow score of 12.3X positive responses for Part 91
Operators and a high score of 77.8%X positive for Part 121 Certificate
Holders. The differences In percentages across these groupings reflects,
to some degree, the emphasis that the agency places on Inspections In each
of the areas.

A categorization of the users’ comments by their primary aviation activity
areas |Is presented In Table 10. Part 121 users and users In the combined
group made proportionately fewer overalil favorable comments (14.6X and
12.0X respectively), than did users in any of the other groups. CERT STAT
users had the highest percentage of favorable comments (30.9%). Compared
to other user groups, Part 91 respondents made onily a small percentage of
negative comments; most of their comments (51.7X) fell In the general
information category. Part 121 users and users in the combined group had
the highest percentage of non-favorable comments concerning the need for
more Inspectors (17.6X and 20.0X respectively). Part 121 respondents and
Certificated Repairmen had the highest percentage of comments concerning
the lack of knowledge, skills, abllity, and training of inspectors (20.6%
and 17.4%, respectively).

Resuits by Faclliities. Of perhaps most vaiue In improving some aspects of
the services of AWIs Is to focus on the faclllty ratings made by the
users. The variabliity of ratings, by (tem, {8 considerable among
facilities (see Table 11). For example, on overall satisfaction with AWIs
(Q21), the range of positive scores among facllitles within a region |Is
small for AAL (5.8X) and very large (61.7%) for AWP, By focusing on
user-perceived deficiencies at selected facllities, considerable
Improvement In service to users may be feasibie. A full report of resulits
from each facliity appears in Appendices C through I.

DISCUSSION

The level of satisfaction with AWIs expressed by the aviation business
respondents of this survey is comparable to that obtained In studies of
other selected professional areas. For example, Day and Bodur (1977),
found the following levels of user satisfaction with public, professional
and personal services: veterinarians (91%), Income tax preparation
services (88.3X), optometrists and opthalmologists (86.2%), scheduled
major alrliine services (84.9X), dentists and dental techniclans (84.8%),
alr commuter and air charter services (83.1%), medical doctors and nurses
in offices or homes (81.3%), lawyers (79.2%), psycholiogists/marriage
counselors (78.1%X), medical doctors and nurses In hospitals (75.9%), the
local telephone company (76.5%), and the U.S. postal service (69.2%).
Lower Ilevels of satisfaction were noted for such services as computer
dating, nursing and rest homes, architects and home designers, and home
socur ity agencles/private detectives, among others. Andreasen and Best
(1977), In their survey of dissatisfaction among purchasers of goods and
services, provide a quote from the manager of the Consumer Research




Division of Sears, Roebuck and Company. That manager noted that a
“probiem rate” (l.e. fevel of dissatisfaction) of 10-12X might be the
lowest figure reasonabl!y achlevable In any survey of consumers.

in a large scale survey, Yankelovich, Skelly, and White, inc.
(1984) reported a 65X positive rating by taxpayers for thelir overali
evaluation of iInterna! Revenue Service (IRS) performance based on dlirect
contacts with the IRS; that rating may be compared to the 83.1%X overall
positive evaluation for AWis. (It should be noted that Items dealing with
some specific aspects of the IRS' performance reclieved higher ratings.)
Yankeiovich, et al., also asked taxpayers to provide ratings on a
seven-point scale from “"much better than others” to "much worse than
others™ to Indicate thelr overall satisfaction with the services provided
by IRS employees as compared to other federal departments. For that
rating, 86X of the surveyed taxpayers rated the IRS from "about the same"
to “much better than others”, relative to other federal government
departments. That finding, In conjunction with the overall 65X positive
rating for the IRS, suggests a relatively high standing for AWI
per formance.

Within the past year (1985-1986), several state banking assocliations have
completed participation In a National Bankers Assoclation (NBA) Bank
Examination Survey, which was designed to assess bank satisfaction with
examinations conducted by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation
(FDIC), the State, the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency (0CC),
and the Federal Reserve. Based on avallable reports of participating
banks In Kansas, 79X gave the FDIC a satisfaction rating of “average"™ or
“good;" In Nebraska that percentage was 88X. A related finding of
Interest was the perceived consistency of evaluations made by examiners;
In Kansas, 79% of the banks felt that the FDIC examiners had changed the
basis for classifying loans from the previous examination (l.e., were not
consistent), while only 31X feit the same way about the state examiners.
B8y comparison, although the questions are obviousiy not directly
comparable to those of the present survey, over 75X of user repondents
were satisfied with the consistency of AWI's.

Based on the survey results reported here, aviation users appear to be
generally satisfied with the manner In which AWiIs conduct their duties
(83.1X of the respondents indicated a "moderate" to “great extent" of
overal!l satisfaction with AWl performance). Satisfaction was highest for
AWI’s courtesy in the conduct of their duties, their knowledge of FAA
regulations and of FAA published policles and Interpretations supporting
the regulations, the thoroughness with which they conduct their dutles,
and the accuracy of their interpretations of the reguiations. Most users
did not rely heavily on AWiIs for counseling In either technical or
regulatory areas. Satisfaction with the performance of AWis was below the
positive cutoff for responses In areas concerning the number of AWI visits
in a year, AWl consistency in interpretations of regulations, the extent
to which AWIs clearly explained reguiations and options, and the extent to
which the regulations permitted the users flexibllity In making decisions
about the work they do.

Separate analyses of the same data by FAA reglons and by the major
aviation activity of the users, point to a fair consistency In the overall
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perceptions of the performance of AWis, but some regions and some aviation
business areas generate more positive responses than others. For example,
AWIs In the Central (ACE), Southern (ASO), Eastern (AEA), and Southwest
(ASW) regions are clearly perceived more satisfactorily than are those In
the other regions. AWIs In the Alaska (AAL), New England (ANE), and
Northwest Mountain (ANM) regions received the Iowest proportions of
positive ratings. Anaiyses by the user’'s primary aviation activity showed
the most positive responses for AWIs who worked with Certificated Repair
Statlions. Some of the Iowest positive responses on selected I(tems
regarding the performance of AWis were from Part 135 Certificate Holders,
who tied with Certificated Repairman (CERT REPR) for reporting the Ilowest
positive rating for overall user satisfaction.

A finer focus is available through analysis by AWI facllities. This siice
of the data gives more information on relative strengths and weaknesses
and provides opportunities to (i) pinpoint locations where pollicies and
procedures appear to be working either least effectively or most
effectively and (11) compare managerial procedures and conditions which
differentiate the less successful from the more successful servicing
facilities as Indicated by the users.

These results tend to support other information gathered as a part of
Project Safe. The Allen Corporation, In a study of FAA Inspectors
(1985), reported the concerns Inspectors have about a lack of
standardization which affects their consistency In the interpretation of
regulations. This consistency Issue was an area In the survey that users
rated below the satisfactory cutoff score, and user comments (13.1X) noted
the Inconsistency of Interpretations both within offices and between
offices. A second area identifled in Project Safe as one of concern to
inspectors was that of “iIncomplete and outdated handbooks and other
guidance material, as well as confusing and obsolete Federal Aviation
Reguiations (FARs)." While users responding to the survey were highly
satisfied with AWl’'s knowledge of FAA regulations, publications, and
policles, the single item that best predicted overall user satisfaction
was concerned with clear and accurate answers from AWls to user questions
(Q18). Concelvably, Inadequate guidance material and confusing FARs could
contr ibute to user dissatisfaction In this regard. Related items that can
be considered In a "needs to improve" category include consistent
interpretations (Q8) and mutually acceptable resolutions of AW!/user
differences of opinion In Interpreting reguiations (Q11).

CONCLUS IONS AND COMMENTS

1. The overall satisfaction level (83.1%X) reported by users of AWI
services s fully acceptable. It Is within the range of levels reported
in the literature for higher ranking professionai/technical services,
about in the middle of ratings recentliy reported for consumer satisfaction
with work of FDIC bank examiners (by participating banks), and above
overall ratings gliven the IRS (by taxpayers).

2. There are variations in user perceptions of AWI's between regions,
between groupings of users by thelir primary aviation business activity,
and by FAA facllity. These differences should be closely examined to
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determine how Improvements can be effected. Comparisons can be made of
high vs. low rated facilities to determine what features of the
facllitles/inspectors/procedures produce the differences.

3. Results from this survey suggest that substantive Iimprovements In
varied forms of communication by AWI‘s will positively Impact user
satisfaction. These areas for continued efforts and/or Improvement would
include:

-Providing clear and accurate responses to gquestions

-Conducting duties thoroughly

-Gaining an understanding of the needs of the users’ organizations
(and communicating that understanding)

-Becoming Involved In safety seminars and other public meetings

-Beling courteous

-Working at maintaining consistency

4. Efforts should be devoted to Increasing user awareness of the dutles
and responsibilities of AWIs.

§. Consistent with the goals of Project Safe, there is a need to Iimprove
standardization of interpretations of regufations, both within and between
offices/regions. A mechanism to process unique problems and communicate
interpretations to other offices should be included.

6. User comments and user responses to the Item on the frequency of AWl
visits suggested some need for additional AWl manpower. This finding
supports current efforts (inciuding Project Safe) to Increase AWl staffing
and, thereby, Increase the frequency of visits to users.

7. An Increase In AWl-user contact, In and of Itself, will not
necessarily lead to more satisfled users. As this study and others
demonstrate, it is the quality of the Interaction that is significant.

8. Although users were generaliy satisflied with the technical skilis of
AWlis, there were Indications In the user’'s comments of some percelved need
to upgrade the overall knowiedge, skill, and ablilities of AWI‘s. Training
curricula and training schedules should address these iasues and should
incorporate instructionai methods related to the communication needs noted
above. An effective continuing education program for AWis to upgrade and
maintain their technical and communication skills shouid be developed.

9. User expectations play an Iimportant role iIn determining overall
satisfaction, Nearly all users, regardiess of the extent of their total
aviation experience, report moderate or greater famillarity with FAA
regulations. That wuser perceived level of their own expertise is likely
to affect discussions and Interactions with AWls concerning
interpretations of reguliations. AW|s need to be aware of how these user
perceptions may iInfluence and shape user responses to interpretations.
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APPENDIX B.-REPRESENTATIVE COMMENTS FROM SURVEY RESPONDENTS

GENERAL INFORMATION - 5.5% (NO.= 112 COMMENTS)

1. "We rely on manufacturer for most technical questions."

2. "For a perlod of time that ended 5§ years ago | would have
answered 14 and 21 quite differentiy."

3. "We are operating Part 91 and therefore not In contact with the
GADO as much as when we were a Part 135 Certificate Holder.”

FAVORABLE COMMENTS - 24.2X (NO.= 491 COMMENTS)
A. GOOD LOCAL OFFICE AND/OR INSPECTORS - 18.1%
1. "There exists a good working relationship between the governing
GADO office and our operation.*”
2. "They are most heipful and are an asset to me."
3. "They do a fine job."
B. PARTICULAR PERSON CITED FOR GOOD RELATIONSHIP - 4.3%

1. ". . . has provided leadership with fairness In dealing with the
aviation community.*

2. "We wish to express a specific recommendation for . . ."
3. ". . . Is a valuable person in your organization, if they were
atl iike him, It would be great.*

C. AGENCY DOES A GOOD JOB - 1.7%

1. "1 have never worked with a better agency."
2. "Best appreclate FAA when compared to your foreign counterparts
who are unresponsive autocrats."

NON-FAVORABLE COMMENTS - 70.3X (NO.= 1426)
A. INSPECTORS ARE INCONSISTENT (WITHIN AND BETWEEN OFFICES) - 13.1%
1. "I feel all reglions are not treated equally. Some FAA inspectors
require everything letter perfect, whitle others accept less.”

2. "Each person has his own opinion about the same subject.”
3. "It seems that everytime we get a new inspector he wants

procedures done differently — it would be nice If they all
wanted their procedures the same - |T WOULD SAVE TIME AND
MONEY . *

B. NEED MORE INSPECTORS (LIMITED MANPOWER) - 10.6X

1. "Need more inspectors.”

2. "l feel In our area at least, that both maintenance and safety
functions are |imlted by man power."

3. "Not enough Inspectors assigned to enforce reguiations.”
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APPENDIX B.-REPRESENTATIVE COMMENTS FROM SURVEY RESPONDENTS (CONTINUED)

C. INSPECTORS LACK KNOWLEDGE, SKILLS, ABILITY, TRAINING - 10.6%

1. “Professional abllity - poor, knowledge — very shallow."
2. "They often do not know what should be done about major Issues.”
3. "Lack mechanical knowledge and skillis."

D. ATTITUDES OF INSPECTORS (AUTHORITARIAN, UNHELPFUL) - 7.2X

1. “If | ran my business the way the Inspectors do | would not have
a business.*”

2. "Too often the Inspectors seem to be more interested In
demonstrating their power and control over us peasants than in
being of real service In resolving the problems of the aviation
community. First priority seems to be to show that they are In
charge."

3. "I have had very curt Inspectors at times for no apparent
reason...can be very intimidating."

E. LIMITED AVAILABILITY (LACK OF MANPOWER NOT CITED) - 3.5X%

1. "Have never been visited by an AW(."
2. "Need more contact with general aviation.”

F. TOO MANY INSPECTORS - 0.2%

1. "The FSDO Is overstaffed and personnel are overpaid for the amount
of work they do, it is twice as big as It needs to be."

G. AGENCY POL ICIES/PROCEDURES MAKE WORK DIFFICULT - 7.6%

1. "Expedite U.S. certification procedures on previously U. S.
registered aircraft.

2. "The entire regulatory system needs overhaul If general aviation Is
to survive."

3. "The major drawback Is the repeated submission of requests that the
FAA knows the answer to, but they make you discover it.

H. AGENCY IS TOO LAX/DOESN’'T ENFORCE REGULATIONS - 6.0%

1. "It Is my opinion that the FAA should keep a tighter rein on ALL
aircraft maintenances."

2. "FAA takes little or limited stand in enforcing section 1305A,
1349A, and in pollicing sponsor ‘s assurances under sectlion 2210."

3. "Don't enforce consistently, one operator is leaned on heavily while
another Is unsupervised."”
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APPENDIX B.-REPRESENTATIVE COMMENTS FROM SURVEY RESPONDENTS (CONTINUED)

|. REGULATIONS ARE TOO DIFFICULT TO READ/INTERPRET - 5.4%

1. "FAR's governing flight operations and pliot certification are
very confusing and worthless In many cases."

2. "The problem of interpretations of regulations Is always
present.”

3. "FAA regulations have long been known to be ambiguous, verbose,
over-complicated. Stop trying to hide behind your lawyers and
write documents that can be readily understood by ali people iIn
the aviation community."”

J. AGENCY IS TOO REGULATED/RESTRICTIVE - 2.0%

1. "The Industry is vastly over-regulated."

2. "Local Inspectors are good men, but somewhat intimidated by FAA
regulations and directives published by a bureaucracy that is more
intent on being legally correct than they are on addressing
problems In practical terms.”

K. GENERAL NEGATIVE/MISCELLANEOUS - 3.9%

1. "There shouid be no double dipping.”
2. "The FAA has been Insensitive by reassigning their N numbers to
other aircraft.”




APPENDIX C.-PERCEINTAGES OF POSITIVE AESPONES POR ALASKAN AND WORTHWEST MOUNTAIN RECION
FSDOS FOR EACH ITEM IN THE SURVEY

rsS00

TO WHAT EXTENT: A

1.

2.

L

S.

6.

7.

10.

1,

12.

3.

n.

5.

16.

.

18.

19.

21.

——

are you familiar with the FAA regulstions that 100.0
apply to your avistion functions?

are you fasilisr with the PAA published policies 72.0
and interpretations regarding those regulations
that apply to your avistion funotions?

do those regulations policies, and interpretations 29.2
give you flexidility in making decisions about the
work you do?

are you aware of the duties and responsidbilities 80.0
of airworthiness inspectors?

are you visited during the year by airworthiness 72.0
inspectors assigned to you or your facility?

do airworthiness inapectors, sssigned to you or 100.0
your facility, appear to imow the PAA regulations?

do atrworthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 87.0
your facility, appear to kmow the PAA pudlished

policies and interpretstions supporting the

regulations?

do airvorthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 52.0
your facility, interpret the regulations in a
consistent way?

60 airworthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 68.0
your facility interpret tbs regulations accurately?

do airworthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 50.0
your facility explain the regulations and your
options clearly?

sre differences of opinion dstween you and 36.0
airworthiness inspectors (regarding

interpretations of regulstions) resclved in

Butually 8COMptable ways?

4o airvorthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 91.7
your facility, oonduct their duties in a thorough
vay?

do ailrwvorthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 83.3
your facility, appsar to be technically competemt
in the oonduct of their duties?

are airworthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 92.0
your facility, oourteous in the oconduct of their
duties?

do airworthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 12.0
your facility, appear to understand your
organization and its needs?

do airworthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 64,0
your facility, provide clesr and accurats answers
o your questions?

4o sirworthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 88.0
your facility, provide soswers in a timely manner?

4o you rely on airvorthiness inspectors for 37.5
oounseling in technical areas?

do you rely on airvorthiness inspectors for 48.0
counseling in regulstory areas?

are you satisfied with participstion by 65.0
ailrvorthiness inspectors in safety sesinars and
otber public meetings?

are you satisfied with the perforsance of 72.0
sirvorthiness inspectors, assigned to you or
your facility?

TOTAL WABER OF RESPONDENTS: Ns 25

55.6

88.9

100.0

100.0

100.0

55.6

8.9

100.0

83.8

70.6

75.7

97.3

91.7

83.8

86.5

78.% -

78.8

89.2

73.0

89.2

43.2

68.9

78.6

75.7

n

NORTHWEST MOUNTAIN

A

100.0

89.1

58.7

76.1

43.5

75.6

79.%

80.4

91.1

76.1
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67.4

73.8
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100.0

78.9
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55.2

96.6

87.0

83.6

71.9

12.7

9t.4

81.0

87.9

10.2

4.8

67.2

73.3

79.3

58

98.3

70.7

53.4

.1

91.1

87.3

7.4

73.7
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67.2

70.7

15.9
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APPENDIX D.-PERCENTAGES OF POSITIVE RESPONSES FOR WEV ENGLAND AND CENTRAL REGION
FSDOS FOR EACH ITEM IN THE FAA SURVEY

NEW_ENGLAND ENTRAL
10 WHAT EXTENT: A s _¢_ A 3 _ € i

1. are you familiar with the FAA regulations that 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 97.3 100.¢ 96.0 100.0
apply o your aviation funotions?

2. are you fasiliar with the PAA pudblished policies .0 81.2 1.3 ®.7 91.9 8.8 82
and interpretations regarding those regulations
that apply to your aviation functions?

3. do those regulations policiss, and interpretations 50.0 66.7 T1.4 60.5 60,0 S9.4 TV.& $3.3
give you flexidility in making decisions adout the
work you do?
8. are you aware of the duties and responsidilities 78.3 73.17 68.2 T6.3 78,84 81.8 7T17.0 78.1
of airworthiness inspectors?

are you visited during the year by airworthiness 5.0 ¥3.6 WN.8 51,3 15.7T 60.6 69.% 9.8
inspectors assigned to you or your facility?

do airworthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 79.2 89,7 90.9 97.4 100.0 100.0 97.9 100.0
your facility, appear to imow the FAA regulations?

7. do atrvorthiness inspsctors, assigned to you or 5.2 8.8 T71.3 97.2 100.0 100.0 97.8 96.%
your facility, appear to lmow the FAA published
policies and interpretations supporting the
regulations?

8. do airvorthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 58.3 67.6 &8.2 81.1 82,4 87.5 88.6 80.0
your facility, interpret the regulations ia a
oonsistent wvay?

9. do airvorthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 72.7 80.0 7T2.7 89.2 93.9 96.7 9.3 92.6
your facility interpret the regulations accurately?

10. do airvorthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 45.8 65.8 59.1 8.5 88.6 8.4 87.2 3.3
your facility explain the regulations and your
options oclearly?

11. are differences of opinion between you and 75.0 T79.5 8.4 81,1 87.9 T8.1 T9.2 63.3
airvorthiness inspectors (regarding
interpretations of regulations) resclved in
sutually scceptadble wvays?

12. do airworthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 79.2 92.3 90.9 89.5 94.3 96.9 91.7 9.3
your facility, conduct their duties in a thorough
vay?

13. do atrvorthiness inspectors, sssigned to you or 70.8 84.2 72.7 89.5 88.6 90.6 89.6 ..
your facility, appear to de technically compstent
in the oonduot of their duties?

4. are airworthiness inspectora, sssigned to you or 83.3 92.3 100.0 9%.7 97.1 100.0 97.9 100.0
your facility, courteous in the conduct of their
duties?

15. do airworthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 65.2 176.9 712.1 5.7 88.6 90.6 $3.0 90,0
your facility, appear to understand your
organization and its needs?

16, do airworthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 66.7 76.9 68.2 86.8 88.6 90.9 83.3 93.%
your facility, provide clear and scourste answers
to your questions?

17. do airvorthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 58.3 04,2 06.H 81.1  85.7 90.9 91.7 7.1
your facility, provids answers in a timely manner?

13. do you rely on airvorthiness inspectors for 16.7 46.2 18.2 38.5 S1.8 51,6 S7.t £3.1
‘ counseling ia technioal areas?

| 19. do you rely on airvorthiness inspectors for M7 6.5 50,0 53,8 75.0 65.6 69.%  65.6
i counseling in regulatory areas?

i 20. are you satisfied with participatioa by 73.9 68,8 13.9 88.2 90.6 86.2 89.7 5.7
' airvorthiness inspectors in safety seminars and
‘ other public meetings?

21. are you satisfied with the perforsance of 83.3 176.9 12.1 8.6 91.2 87.9 9.7 93.1
| airworthiness inspectors, assigned to you or
‘ your facility?

TOTAL WUMBER OF RESPONDENTS: N: 28 39 2 39 37 33 50 2




APPENDIX B.-PERCENTAGES OF POSITIVE AESPONSES FOR SOUTHWEST REGIOM
FSOOS FOR CACH ITEM IN THE SURVEY

TO WHAT EXTENT: L SN - o T Y ¢ _n_

%, are you familiar with the FAA regulstions that 100.0 98.0 98.0 5.3 .8 9.9 100.0 100.0
apply to your avistion fumctions?

2. are you femiliar with the FAA published policies 5.7 90.2 79.8 90.6 ”.0 3.7 9.5 92.7
and isterpretations regardiag those regulations
that spply to your aviation fumetions?

3. 6o thoss regulations policies, and interpretations 63.0 68.0 9.8 62.3 sN.2 3.8 5.8 8.5
give you flexibility in saking decisions about the
work you do?

4, ars you sware of the duties sad responsidilities 92.6 ™0 80.8 2.8 19.2 61.5 85.0 76.4
of airworthiness inspectors?

5. are you visited during the year by airvorthiness 78.6 51.0 54.1 57.8 4.2 12.% 7.5 61.8
inspectors assigned to you or your facility?

6. do airworthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 100.0 9%5.9 97.9 96.8 87.0 9.7 9.7 8.7
your facility, appear to imow the FAA regulations?

7. do airworthiness inspectors, sssigned to you or 92.0 85.1 97.8 96.7 90.9 8.3 97.3 90.2
your facility, appear to inow the FAA published
policies and interpretations supporting the
regulations?

8. do airworthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 80.0 7.4 83.9 5.8 56.5 7.6 86.8 7341
your facility, interpret the regulations in a
consistent way?

9. do airvorthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 95.7 8.0 90.3 9.8 1.8 0.6 9.7 88.9
your facility interpret the regulations accurately?

10. do airworthiness inspectors, sssigned to you or 80.8 7.0 7.0 7.3 69.6 3.2 82.5 5.9
your facility explain the regulations and your
options clearly?

11. are differences of opinion between you and 75.0 75.0 83.9 86.% 5.0 5.7 8.2 T71.4
sirworthiness inspectors (regarding
interpretations of regulaticas) resolved in
asutually scospradle wvays?

12. do airvorthiness inspectors, assigned to your or 96.4% 82.0 91.6 9.0 5.0 81.6 9.2 8.9
your facility, conduct their duties in a thorough
way?

13. do airworthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 81.5 5.8 85.6 9.9 5.2 3.1 9.9 83.0
your facility, appear to be technically compstent
in the conduct of their duties?

14, are airvorthivess inspectors, assigned to you or 96.2 8.0 95.9 9.8 n.s 8.6 97.5 9.7
your facility, courteous in the conduct of their
duties?

15. do airworthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 76.9 1.4 86.0 8.3 66.7 6.4 92.3 .
your facility, appesr to understand your
organisstion and its needs?

16. do sirworthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 71.% 76.0 83.7 8,9 62.9 76.3 8.5 79.6
your facility, provide clear and accurste answers
to your questions?

17. do airworthiness inspectors, assigned 1o you or 78.6 7.0 85.7 8.9 75.0 78.9 9.0 3.3
your facility, provide answers in a timely sanner?

18. do you rely on airworthiness inspectors for 39.3 86.9 840.8 60.9 5.8 371.% (19 ) 50.9
counseling in techniocal areas?

19. do you rely on airworthiness inspectors for 82.9 54.2 5.1 5.6 56.5 3s.0 65.0 61.%
counseling in regulatory aress?

20. are you satisfied with participation by 85.7 85.0 67.5 83.6 7.8 n.a 8.1 8.3
sirvorthiness inspectors in safety seminars and
other public mestings?

21. are you satisfied with the performance of 78.6 76.0 86.7 93.8 62.5 6.7 92.3 5.2
airvorthiness inspectors, assigned to you or
your facility?

TOTAL WMBER OF RESPONDENTS: N2 28 51 99 (] 28 L) L] k2
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APPENDIX F.-PERCENTAGES OF POSITIVE RESPONSES FOR SOUTHEAN REGION
FSDOS FOR EACH ITEM IM TME SURVEY

FSDO
T0 WHAT CXTENT: A B [ D E r ] H
1, are you familiar with the FAA regulstions that 100.0 97.7 98.6 98.7 100.0 98.1 100.0 100.0
apply to your aviation functions?
2. are you familiar with the PAA pudlished policies 33.3 86,0 85.5 92.2 87.2 82.7 82.0 78.9

and tnterpretations regarding those regulations
that apply to your aviation funotioms?

3. ¢o those regulations policies, wnd intsrpretations $0.0 67.4 82.7 61.0 67.4 53.5 65.8 61.1
give you flexidility in making decisions about the
work you do?

. are you suare of the duties and reaponsibilities 66.7 83.7 81.2 75.3 80.9 73.8 76.4 77.8
of airvorthiness inspectors?

5. are you visited during the year by airworthiness 100.0 60.5 51.5 #8.7 S52.2 61.2 3B.1 AT.A
inspectors assigned to you or your facility?

6. do airvorthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 33.3 97.6 92.6 97.3 93.2 98.0 96.1 89.9
your facility, appear to know the FAA regulations?

7. 4o airworthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 33.3 8.5 86.8 98.6 90.7 92.9 88,5 83.3
your facility, appear to know the FAA published
policies and interpretations supporting the
regulations?

8. do airvorthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 33,3 76.2 06.8 B81.1 75.0 8B.0 M3 72.2
your facility, interpret the regulations in a
oonsistent way?

9. do airworthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 66.7 90.5 92.% 90.% 86,0 9N.8 8a.3 88.9
your facility interpret the regulastions accurstely?

10. do airworthiness inspectors, assigaed to you or 33.3 81,0 T9.4 B85.1 63.0 88.0 69.2 77.8
your facility sxplain the regulations and your
options olearly?

11. are differences of opinion detwees you and 66.7 91.9 80.3 79.5 79.5 82.1 17T0.5 72.2
airvorthiness fnspectors (regarding
interpretations of regulations) resolved in
mutuslly acoeptable ways?

12. do ajrworthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 100.0 95.2 69.% 98,5 83.4 9.1 09,3 82.%
your facility, conduct their duties in a thorough
wy?

13. do ajruorthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 33.3 88.1 89.6 89.2 B8A.N 96.0 065.2 B8A.2
your facility, appear to be technically competent
in the conduct of their duties?

14, are airvorthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 66.7 95.2 95.7 93.2 97.8 96.1 9GNS 9N.7
your facility, courtecus in the oonduct of their
duties?

15. do airworthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 33.3 88.1 B83.3 811 Ba.y 85.1 B85.2 68.%
your facility, appsar to understand your
organisation and its needs?

16. do airworthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 66.7 88.1 82.6 79.7 78.3 87.0 7T8.0 BA.2
your facility, provide olear and accurate answers
to your Questions?

17. ¢o asrvorthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 66.7 78.6 83.8 60.8 83.0 88.9 065.2 83.3
your facility, provide answers in & Limely manner?

18, do you rely cn airworthiness inspectors for 33.3 48,8 50.0 #5.3 25.5 55.3 AM9.% 36.8
oounseling in technical areas?

19. do you rely on sirworthiness imspectors for 33.3 65.1¢ 60.9 65.3 W7 T0.9 61,6 68.%
oounseling in regulstory aress?

20. are you satisfied with participstion dy 50,0 80.0 080.0 &t.4 80.6 82.4 79.0 93.8
airworthiness inspectors in safety seminars and
other pudlic meetings?

21, are you sstisfied with the performance of 66.7 87.8 84,1 89.3 83.0 90.2 86.2 178.9
airvorthiness inspectors, assigned to you or
your facility?

TOTAL WUMBER OF RESPONDENTS: N= 3 3 69 m” 47 104 13 19




APPENDIX O.-PEACENTAGES OF POSITIVE
GADCS

ARSPONSES BY OAEAT LARES REQION

AND FSDOS FOR BACH ITEM IN THE SURVEY
GADO AND F3DO
70 WHAT EXTENT: [} ] € [] 4 AA 3B €C oD EE FF
1. are you familiar with the PAA regulations thet 98.3 100.0 97.3 96.6 100.0 100.0 100.0 97.9 9T.1 100.0 100.0 100.0
apply to your aviation functions?
2. are you familiar with the PAA published policies 8h.2 TN, 83.8 79.3 88,9 99.3 8.6 80.9 88.2 80.0 8.0 92.9
and interpretations regarding those regulstions
that apply to your avistion functions?
3. do those regulations policies, and interpretations 63.2 53,7 83.2 60.3 741 S53.6 A6.2 52.2 £1.6 53.3 52.0 50.0
give you flexibility in making decisions sbout the
work you do?
8. are you aware of the duties and responaidilities 82.5 75.9 81,0 81.0 88,9 89.3 76.9 70.2 72.7 86.7 7T2.7 T1.&
of airworthiness inspectors?
S. are you visited during the year by sirvorthiness 9.6 41,5 83.2 S0.0 51,9 78.6 61.5 N0 58.8 66.7 64.9 64.3
inspectors assigned to you or your facility?
6. do agrworthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 96.2 92.6 85.7 89.7 96.0 96.% 92,3 95.6 93.9 86.7 949 78.6
your facility, appesr to know the FAA regulationa?
T. do airvor '8, 888igned to you or 96.0 90,2 82.9 82.5 91.7 100.0 92.3 T8.6 93.6 86.7 89.2 178.6
your facility, n»ur to know the FAA pubdlished
policies and interpretations supporting the
regulations?
8. do airvor P s, s8signed to you or 82.0 78.8 65.7 5.9 8.0 78.6 646 S58.1 00.0 66.7 80.8 76.9
your facility, inurpnt. the regulitions in a
oonaistent way?
9. 6o airworthi d to you or 93.9 90.0 78,3 85.7 87.5 857 @Bk.6 854 96.7 78.6 92.1 1718.6
your facility uumnt m ncuhum scourately?
10. do airworthis igned to you or 83.3 A1 58.3 79.3 880 67.9 769 T3 TN 66.7 80.8 57.1
your facility wuu the n.uhum and your
options olearly?
11. are differences of opinicn betwees you and 81.5 7a.5 657 3.7 815 05.2 61.5 78.0 833 53.3 83.3 683
airwvorthiness inspectors (regarding
interpretations of regulations) resolved in
sutuslly scoeptadle ways?
12. do sirworthiness inspectors, essigned to you or 98.1 82,7 82.4 ©89.5 68.0 09.3 92.3 86.4 93.5 85.7 911 BAE
your facility, conduct their dutiss in a thorough
wy?
13. do airvor d to you or 86.5 82.7 82.9 00.7 8A.6 82,1 100.0 88.6 OA 30.0 83.5 78.6
multy. appear to h mhullly oompetent
of their duties?
13, are airworthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 98.3 96.3 80.6 9N.7 96.2 92.9 92.3 95.6 93.9 93.3 9k9 TI.A
your facility, oourteous in the oconduot of their
duties?
15. 6o airworth igned to you or 8.9 72,2 70.6 81.0 8.6 TI.0 83.3 61,0 8.1 73.3 82.3 Ti.A
your faoility, u”u- to -um.-a your
organisstion and 1its needs?
16. do airworthinese inapectors, 28aigned to you w 8.7 T.8 .3 79.3 88.5 82,1 BN.6 75.6 B8 66.7 T8.5 TI.0
your facility, 'nvuo olesr and sccurete snswers
to your
17. 6o sirworthiness isepectors, sssigned to you or 75.9 79.6 YT, 19.3 92.3 96.4 91.7 62.2 80.6 80.0 861 7.4
your feoility, provide snswers in & timely mamner?
18. do you rely ou airwor » for 37.9 33.3 25.0 N4 37.0 A6.% 53,8 82,2 36,7 N6.T N6.8  6A.3
oounseling in technical aress?
19. 6o you rely oa airworthiness inspectors for 69.0 5.6 55.6 50.0 MM 6N 69,2 56.5 56.3 66.7 61.5 6A.)
souwnseling in regulatory sreas?
20. sre you setisfisd with partioipetion by 78.7 6h.6 T8.1 B6.8 T5.0 88.0 83.3 7S.7 69.2 93.3 18.3 1.0
sirvorthiness imspestors ia ssfety senimars and
; other publie asetings?
L 21, are you satisfied vwith the performance of 2.1 8.9 T3 81.0 01,5 957 1000 75.6 813 7.3 859 TN
L4 sirvorthiness imepectors, aseigned 10 yeu o
E your faotlity?
TOTAL NMIER OF RESPONDENTS: Ne 58 L] 3 58 4 28 13 (1] n 15 79 n
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APPRNDIX N.-PERCENTAGES OF POSITIVE REPSOUSES POR CASTERN REGION '
GADOS AXD F3D0S POR BACH 1TEM IN TEE SURVEY i
0ADO_AND P300 '
70 WAT BITENT: A 3 T Ty T XY v W T ] X T '
-_— _ L)
1. are you familtar with the PAA regulatioss thet 100.0 100.0 96.3 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 97.¢9 :'(_
apply te your aviation functioms? ’:;
2. are you familiar with the PAA published polieies 0.5 85.6 96.3 09.6 9.0 03.7 Q2.8 B4 W) 9.3 90.9 8.0 ! ‘
and interpretations regardiag those regulstions [
that apply to your sviatica functions? v
3. 8o those regulations policies, and interpretations 65.2 61.8 68.9 70.3 55.9 #61.9 58.8 56.3 60.0 $5.8 72.7 1.2 "
give you flexibility in making decisions shout the ‘n‘x
work you do? :l'
4. are you sware of the dutiss and responsidilities 75.0 88.6 5.2 #87.5 62.9 N4 08,2 81.) 66.7 73.1 86.4 T9.2 1:'
of airvorthiness iaspectors? &
1
5. ars you visited during the yesr by airworthiness 79.2 60.0 T0.8 6.6 ST.Y  57.1 67.6 N6.9 60.0 4.4 6.2 S :'-
inspeotors assigned Lo you or youwr facility? ‘!‘
6. 60 alrworthiness inspsctors, assigned to you or 87.5 97.1 100.0 91.7 9A.3 00.0 AV 96.7 05.7 9.0 9.3 9.6
your facility, appsar to kmow the FAA regulations? _
[N
7. 60 airworthinese imepectors, assigned to you or 7.0 90.9 100.0 91.3 .3 9T.6 B8  89.7 85.7 9.0 80.0 B0.0 o‘i
your facility, sppesr to kmow the FAA published R (&
policies and interpretatioas supporting the N
regulations? oA
3
8. 6o airworthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 69.6 91.2 88.9 TV TILA 80.5 5.8 82.8 6.9 TM.6 5.7 6d Wty
your facility, interpret the regulaticss 3a s W,
consistent way? M
§. €0 atrworthiness imspectors, assigned to you or 68.2 90.3 96.3 05.8 93.9 O7.5. 91.2 88.9 QBA.6 B.4 95.0 071.5 o
your faeility imterpret the regulatiocas soouratsly? D (.;
10. do airvorthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 7.0 82.4 88.9 70.8 TY7.1 TI.A  B2.4 T3.3 ST.1 ™.0 76.2 80.0 !:Q
your facility explain the regulstions and yowr ord
opticus cleerly? A
X
11, are differences of opinion between you sad 79.2 81.8 100.0 80.9 85.7 T4 83.9 75.9 78.6 710.2 8.0 .0 ‘:‘
sirvorthiness inspectors (regardisg vy
interpretations of regulstions) resolwed is W
autually scceptable ways?
12. do airvorthiness inspectors, assigned to you or 87.0 96.9 92.3 91.5 8.6 92.7 9.t 86.2 92.9 ®N.0 05.0 8.8 “'
your faolility, comduot their duties in s thorough 1
O
13. ¢o airvarthisess inspectors, assigned to you or 8.5 88.2 9.3 T9.2 88.6 92.7 88.2 90.0 92.9 80.0 .2 T19.5 W
your facility, appear to be technioslly cempetent “'0
12 the conduct of their dutiea? !l”s‘
R
18, are airworthisess inspectors, assigned to you or 87.5 93.9 100.0 9.9 97.1 9T.6 A1 96.8 92.9 90.2 100.0 95.5 4
your facility, cowrteous ia the oconduct of their
wties? 1‘.
15. do alrworthiness inapectors, assigned to you or 7.8 #5.3 0.5 B4 7.5 8.0 T2.7 90.3 78.6 M0 T4 N8 g :
your facility, appssr to understand your
organimtion aad its needs? t" ;
16. 40 airvorthiness inspectors, assigned to yow or 83.3 88,2 92.6 83.0 82,9 88.' 82.4 90.3 86.7 NS 1.2 .0 ;0 ¥
your facility, provide clear sad acourste answers ol
to your questions? o'
17. 60 airvorthiness inspectors, assigoed to you or 5.0 93.9 96.3 7T9.2 5.7 88.1 05.3 T7.4 00.0 78.4 9.9 8D
your facility, provide snswers in & timely msoser? -~ .
18. do you rely oa airvor P s for N7 M0 55.6 35.8 S1.4 SAL8  AT.1 516 S53.3 0.4 855 S2.2 T:‘
‘ oounseling in technios) areas? ':‘i‘
¢
19. do you rely oo airwor i s for $8.3 S7.9 TRt 62.5 S7.1 50.0 70.6 TN.2 26.7 5.0 63.6 6.9 ":ﬂ
ocounseling ia regulatory areas? ".C‘
t
20. are you satisfied with participation by 75.0 SA.N  81.5 69.8 8A% 76.5 83.9 T1.8 9.7 8.2 8.3 T13.5 ':"'
sirvorthiness inspectors in safety seminars and
other public mestiage? =4
Iy
21, are you satisfied with the perforwsnce of 83.3 90.9 92.6 01.3 9.4 90.5 91.2 9.3 93.3 7.0 2.7 N8 ."l'
s1rwortkiness inepectors, sssigned to you or l'“
your facility? ;‘0.
)
TOTAL MAGER OF AESPONDSNTS: M= 20 35 271 M E B 1] 2 15 3 2 » ‘:'|:
"“




70 VAT SXTENT: A 3 [ [ L] L % [] 1 3 [4 L L] L]
1. are you faniliar with the FiA regulatiens that 9.2 97 100.0 00,0 100.0 100,0 9%.6  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
EPPly to your aviatioa fumctions?

2. are you familiar with the FAL published policies 0.8 ”n.2 .9 83.9 8.2 5.7 9.3 ».7 .6 90.0 8.5 5.0 9.2 9.9
end tuterpretations regarding thoee regulations
that apply to your aviation fmctions?

3. 6o those 14 -d ister 60.8 7.5 LR 17.8 6.7 2.9 58.6 6.9 76.9 90.0 733 3.0 T12.1 72.7
give you flexibility in making decisiens about the
work you do?

8. are you swmre of the duties and respmeidilities 0.8 1.6 n.e 2.8 76.5 1.8 8.7 5.7 6.2 10.0 9.8 70.0 0.6 9.5
of airworthiness inspeators?

S. are you visited éuring the year by airworthissss "2 61.8 2.2 T2.2 3.8 57.1 65.5 61.9 9.2 30.0 93.8 5.0 53.0 2.7
inspectors sssigned to you or your fesiifty?

6. do atrwor to you or [ N 100.0 87.5 2.3 ”n.t 3.3 100.0 9.2 92.3 0.0 100.0 100.0 2.3 0.9
your faoility, sppesar to l:u the PAA regulations?

T. o airwor te you or 93.9 90.6 7.5 70.6 #0.2 3.3 100.0 0.5 76.9 0.0 100.0 n.7 0.0 5.7
mmuxq.wummmnxu
policies and interpretations the
regulationa?

8. do atrwor %0 you or ma 10.6 2.5 70.6 76.5 33.3  78.¢ n.o 61.5 55.6 .7 5.0 T2.7 .7
your fucility, isterpret h- regulations in &
ocasistent way?

9. do atrwor %o you or n.7 0.3 2.5 16,5 81.3 50.0 92.6 850 T6.9 O1.3 100.0 100.0 170.0 Mn.2
your faoility isterpret ll. l"hu- aoeurately?

10. €0 asrwor to you or 6.8 1.6 3.5 ™8 76.% 0.6 8.2 5.7 6. . R .0 . ['%
mmuguwhummu--‘y-r il 7 #r-s " -3 !
options olearly?

1. are differences of cpinion betusem you end 6.2 .9 57.1 10.6 82.4 6.7 89.3 90.0 6.5 .8  100.0 8.5 .7 6.2
airworthiness u-nnun (n-ﬁu

witaally mmh ways?

12. 40 atrvor 3 to you or 9.0 90.9  85.7 941 6.2 83.3 689 100.0 4.6 0.0 100.0 100.0 BA.6  86.4
n-t-' facility, eenduet their duties ia & thorowgh
wmy

13. 60 atrwor to you or .3 9.2 57.1 76.% 76.% 50.0 85.1 5.2 76.9 90.0 100.0 100.0 ®.6 .
your fecility, sppesr to l- tochaioally competent :
in the oonduct of their duties?

. are igand to you or 98.0 9. .9 88.2 9.1 100.0 9.6 100.0 $2.3 100.0 100.0 100.0 92.3 5.5
mmuuy. mumw«mu
Suties?

15. éo airvor 0 you or .8 61.6 .2 T2.2 "2 60.0 79.3 90.0 6.5 8.0 .5 85.0 16.9 .3
your faoility, appear to m your
mmu- and ite needs?

16. €0 atrwor e, to you or 76.9 9.4 "w.. 82.4 6.5 33.3 193 8.0 9.2 %.0 7.5 9.0 .2 .8
your facility, olear and
to your guestions?

17. 6o atrwer to you or 62.0 o7 .7 8.2 82,4 33.3 8.2 $0.0 0. 7.0 9.8 .0 1.5 7.8
mmuau.m--nn-u-umv

15. 6o you rely on airwortbiness inepecters for 32.7 8.2 n.2 K] 7.1 2.6 5.7 1.8 n.s 0.0 56.3 0.0 3.5 8.5
counseling ia techaical aress?

19. 6o you rely ca sirvorthiness inspecters for 4.2 61.8 50.0 M.A 0.6 2.9 8.6 8.0 9.2 w.a 81,3 10.0 %.2 .1

eswmmeeling in regulatory aress?

20. are you satisfied with partioipstion by 7.9 5t.9 .7 5.0 8.3 §0.0 #8.0 8.5 60.0 100.0 100.0 6.7 70.0 T2.2
airvorthiness inspectors in safety meximrs and
other publio meetings?

21. ere you satisfied with the performance of 18.4 9.4 .7 76.5 88.2 33.1 8.8 81.0 6.9 9.0 n.s 925.0 M.é 77.3
wor s, w you or
your facility?
TOTAL SUMEEN OF NEDPONDENTS: W« 52 n 9 " " 1 s ] 21 13 w0 1% 20 13 2
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